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IN THE DRAWINGS 
A Replacement Figure for each of Figures 71, 72, 73 and 74 are attached hereto. 
In this regard, the Replacement Figure for Figure 71 is designated with the legend —Prior 
Art--. 

The Replacement Figure for Figure 72 is designated with the legend —Prior Art~ 
The Replacement Figure for Figure 73 is designated with the legend —Prior Art~ 
The Replacement Figure for Figure 74 is designated with the legend —Prior Art~ 
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REMARKS 

In the outstanding Final Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 40, 41, 43, 
and 44 under 35 U.S.C. § 102 (e) as being anticipated by SEZAN et al. (U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2005/0060641), The Examiner additionally rejected claims 
42 and 45 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being unpatentable over SEZAN et al., in view of 
RUSSO (U.S. Patent No. 5, 619, 247). The Examiner objected to Figures 71-74 as 
lacking the designation —Prior Art—. Upon entry of the present amendment. 
Replacement Figures 71-74 wall be submitted for the Examiner's consideration. In this 
regard, each of the Figures will be designated with the legend — Prior Art — . 
Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the objection to the Drawings is 
respectfully requested. 

Applicants traverse the 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) rejection of claims 40, 41, 43 and 44 
over SEZAN. According to a non-limiting example of the claimed combination of 
features recited in claim 40, the present invention includes storing views (i.e., that are 
original media of content) and metadata (i.e., that explain the views, include a plurality of 
segments and describe viewpoint information and time information each assigned on a 
segment-by-segment basis). The present invention also includes extracting segments 
adapted to preview distribution information from the metadata and dynamically 
generating and distributing a preview that is a summary video having a time length 
corresponding to a desired time information. In this regard, the preview is generated by 
combining views corresponding to the extracted plvirality of segments, and the segments 
are extracted in response to a preview distribution request (including identification 
information, viewpoint information and desired time information) received from a client. 
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The Examiner asserts, in the Response to Argxmients section, that paragraphs 
[0053], [0068] and [0074] of SEZAN disclose description schemes defined in XML used 
for browsing, filtering and searching for audiovisual content. The Examiner fiirther 
asserts that SEZAN discloses that a user can select a highlight view to display a highlight 
of the program with a specified dviration. That is, the Examiner asserts that SEZAN 
teaches specifying clips that form highlights of a longer program and highlight length 
fields that define different versions of highlights tailored into various time lengths. 
Accordingly, the Examiner interprets SEZAN to teach displaying a highlight by 
extracting a highlight view portion of a program description scheme and displaying the 
clips listed under the version of the corresponding duration and that this teaching reads on 
Applicants' claimed limitation, dynamically generating a preview as specified in claim 
40. 

However, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's interpretation 
described in lines 9 to 10 of page 3 of the outstanding Final Office Action is misguided. 
As argued in the Response to the previous Office Action, although SEZAN might be 
considered to disclose providing a static video summary, SEZAN does- not disclose 
extracting suitable segments each time a user makes a request. Further, SEZAN does not 
disclose generating a summary of a desired time length dynamically, as specified in claim 
40 (i.e. dynamically generates a preview that is a suimnary video having a time length 
corresponding to the desired time information included in the preview distribution 
request, by combining views corresponding to the extracted plurality of segments). 
Paragraphs [0094] and [0095] and FIG. 10 of SEZAN merely disclose a static video 
summary of a one, five or ten minute duration. That is, SEZAN teaches grouping clips 
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into a predefined version of a liighlight, in which the predefined versions vary based on 
the predetermined duration of the highlight. Further, the asserted portions in paragraphs 
[0094] and [0095] and FIG. 10 of SEZAN do not teach or suggest extracting, let alone 
extracting a highlight view portion of a program description scheme. At most, SEZAN 
might be considered to disclose selecting one of a finite number of predefined highlight 
views, each of which are of a predetermined duration. SEZAN does not teach or suggest 
dynamically generating a preview that is a summary video having a time length 
corresponding to the desired time information included in the preview distribution 
request, by combining views corresponding to the extracted plurality of segments, as 
specified in claim 40. 

Further, with regard to the Examiner's assertion that clips as disclosed by SEZAN 
correspond to a plurality of segments as recited in claim 40, a clip as disclosed by 
SEZAN is not assigned viewpoint information or time information, as recited in claim 40. 
Accordingly, SEZAN does not teach or suggest the basic configuration of metadata, as 
specified in claim 40. That is, SEZAN does not teach or suggest, a storage section that 
stores views that are original media of content, and metadata for explaining the views, the 
metadata comprising a plurality of segments and describing viewpoint information and 
time information both assigned on a segment-by-segment basis, as recited in claim 40. 
Since the clips disclosed by SEZAN do not include viewpoint or time information, they 
cannot be properly interpreted as the segments defined in claim 40. 

In this regard, the Examiner asserts, in the Response to Arguments section of the 
outstanding Final Office Action, that SEZAN discloses, in FIG. 10 and paragraphs 
[0073], [0094] and [0095], that a user identifies the program by selecting its 
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corresponding frame from the left hand column and that this teaching reads on 
"identification information" as recited in claim 40. Further, the Examiner asserts that the 
user specifies the length of the desired highlight and accordingly, specifies a version 
corresponding to the selected duration, which in turn identifies both the time of the 
highlight (i.e., asserted to be "time information" as recited in claim 40) as well as the 
clips (i.e., asserted to be "viewpoint information" as recited in claim 40). 

However, as described in paragraph [0138] of the Application as pubUshed, a 
client views list information and transmits to a server only a content ID (i.e., a content 
identifier), which is identification information. That is, SEZAN does not teach or suggest 
that the identification information is a content identifier. 

At most, SEZAN might considered to provide a thumbnail view of a program of a 
predetermined duration. However, SEZAN does not teach or suggest describing 
viewpoint information and time information both assigned on a segment-by-segment 
basis, as recited in claim 40. That is, the asserted portions of SEZAN in paragraph 
[0073], [0094], [0095] and Figure 10 do not teach or suggest at least that time 
information is assigned on a segment-by-segment basis, as recited in claim 40. Rather, 
the asserted portions of SEZAN merely disclose that a number of clips combined to form 
highlights of a program may have different versions of highlights which are tailored into 
various time lengths. That is, the highlight might be considered to conform to a particular 
time duration, but SEZAN does not disclose that the clips making up the highlight are 
described by or assigned time information on a segment-by-segment basis, as recited in 
claim 40. 
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Moreover, as described in paragraph [0152] of the Apphcation as published, 
viewpoints are metadata for explaining the view, which, in one embodiment, are assigned 
on a segment-by-segment basis, enabling a segment feature to be indicated by a 
viewpoint. Accordingly, a client is enabled to extract a segment corresponding to a 
specified viewpoint from a view. As described in paragraph [0156], in one non-limiting 
embodiment, viewpoint information includes keywords. 

Accordingly, SEZAN does not disclose at least a request receiver that receives, 
from a client, a preview distribution request including identification information that 
identifies the content, viewpoint information included in the content, and desired time 
information, the identification information and the viewpoint information both selected 
from list information that is distributed in advance, the list information comparing the 
identification information and the viewpoint information of the content as well as 
playback time information of the content, as recited in claim 40. 

Moreover, SEZAN does not teach or suggest a media extractor/generator that 
extracts, from the metadata, a plurality of segments adapted to the viewpoint information 
included in the preview distribution request with respect to content corresponding to the 
identification information included in the preview distribution request, as recited in claim 
40. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 40 is 
allowable over SEZAN at least for the reasons noted above. 

Further, Applicants respectfiilly submit that independent claim 43 is also 

allowable for reasons similar to the above-noted reasons for the allowability of claim 40, 
in addition to reasons related to its own recitations. 
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Applicants respectfully submit that the disclosure of SEZAN is inadequate and 
insufficient to anticipate the combination of features recited in each of Applicants' 
claims. Moreover, Applicants respectfully submit that even the disclosures of the two 
references combined by the Examiner, are also inadequate and insufficient to render 
unpatentable the dependent claims that these rejections are asserted against. 

Applicants respectfully submit that claims 41 and 44 are allowable at least 
because they depend, directly or indirectly, from independent claims 40 and 43, which 
Applicants submit have been shown to be allowable, in addition to reasons related to their 
own recitations. As such, allowance of the dependent claims is deemed proper for at least 
the same reasons noted for the independent claims upon which they depend, in addition to 
reasons related to their own recitations. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal the 
35 U.S.C. § 102(e) rejection of claims 40, 41, 43 and 44 over SEZAN. 

Applicants traverse the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claims 42 and 45 over 
SEZAN and RUSSO. In rejecting claims 42 and 45, the Examiner relied upon the 
disclosure of RUSSO, in combination with that of SEZAN, applied against the 
independent claims. However, the Examiner did not assert that the RUSSO, supplies the 
above noted deficiencies of SEZAN. The Examiner merely relied upon Russo to teach a 
charger as recited in these claims. Accordingly, the proposed combination is inadequate 
and insufficient to render any of the pending claims of the present application 
xmpatentable. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal the 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claims 42 and 45 over SEZAN and RUSSO. 
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Applicants have made a sincere effort to place the present application in condition 
for allowance and believe that they have now done so. Applicants have not amended any 
of the claims but have traversed the rejection and pointed out the shortcomings of the 
disclosures of the applied references with respect to the claimed recitations. 

In particular, Applicants have discussed the references relied upon by the 
Examiner and have discussed the features of the primary reference in detail. Applicants 
have additionally discussed the recitations of the presently pending claims and have 
contrasted the recitations of the presently pending claims with the disclosures of the cited 
references. Applicants have pointed out the shortcomings and deficiencies of the 
disclosures of the references relied upon by the Examiner with the combination of 
features recited in Applicants' claims. Applicants have thus provided a clear and 
convincing evidentiary basis supporting the patentability of all the claims pending in the 
present application and respectfully request an indication to such effect in due course. 

Should the Examiner have any questions or comments regarding this Response, or 
the present application, the Examiner is invited to contact the vmdersigned at the below- 
listed telephone number. 



January 28, 2009 

GREENBLUM & BERNSTEIN, P.L.C. 
1950 Roland Clarke Place 
Reston,VA 20191 
(703)716-1191 
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